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WOMEN AND THE SACRIFICIAL CULT IN MODERN HIS-TORY OF RESEARCH
To this day, different opinions reign within Biblical Science as to whether, according to the Old Testament, women too were allowed to offer sacrifices within the cult of YHWH 2 • In our modem consciousness, this is primarily the decisive question when the equal rights and the integration of women into Israel's religious world and worship are taken into consideration. A century ago, research already began to deal intensively with the position of women in the ancient Israelite religion. We owe the first full investigation to Ismar J Peritz, who thought, in 1898, "That women brought sacrifice in old Israel and also in later time is so evident that an attempt to prove it seems an act of supererogation.") His observations culminated in the conclusion "that in the act of sacrifice women enjoyed equal rights with men.'.4 But other exegetes, who usually granted Israelite women various religious activities, disagreed with this theory.
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The discussion of the role of women in ancient Israel commenced again in the sixties of this century. In this second period of research, especially Clarence J Vos has argued in favour of women offering sacrifices. 6 The hitherto last contribution to "The atonement for the woman. Further, the one who partakes of a sacrificial meal might participate in the cult, but might not yet execute a sacrificial act. Manoah' s wife, to whom a messenger of God appeared (Jdg 13), and Hannah, Elkanah's wife (1 Sm 1), might repeatedly be cited as women who had offered sacrifices. But in reality it might have been Manoah who prepared the offering and offered it instead of his unnamed wife (Jdg 13:19). Likewise, Elkanah might have sacrificed at Shiloh and given portions of the meal to his two wives Hannah and Peninnah as well as to all of their children (1 Sm 1:4):2
In this article I intend to answer the question referring to sacrifice and to a specific group of people offering sacrifices -the women. As the short survey (1) of the history of research has shown, this corresponds with the usual way of thinking and speaking until today, but it is not self-evident at all. Therefore, I verify the formulation of the question against modem sacrificial hermeneutics and sacrificial terminology (2). I illustrate the subtly differentiated view of sacrifice and sacrificer thus gained, against the example of the pilgrimage feast celebrated by Elkanah's family in the sanctuary at Shiloh (3). The function of women in the sacrificial cult of ancient Israel was also taken up (4) by the centralisation of the cult of King Josiah and by Deuteronomy. Now it has its place (5) in the pilgrimage scheme of the Deuteronomic festal theory. There, the meal proves to be the structure of meaning of the sacrifice (6). The rights of women can only be determined within the framework of this liturgical communion of the meal (7).
COMMENTS ON SACRIFICIAL HERMENEUTICS AND SA-CRIFICIAL TERMINOLOGY
All studies that up to this day have engaged themselves with the sacrificial cult, commence, as far as I see it, from a double assumption: In the first instance, they expressly or inclusively fix the "presentation of the sacrifice" to a specific ritual act. This, for instance, could consist in the slaughtering of the sacrificial animal, pouring out the blood or sprinkling the blood against the altar, or in the burning of its fat. The ritual ''validity'' of the sacrifice would then be attributed to this single act. Therefore, in the second instance, 12 Ibid, 93 n 34.
GBraulik only the person executing this act is reckoned to be the actual sacrificer. However, why the act of sacrifice was concentrated in one act alone, and why specifically this act would be decisive for the presentation, is not substantiated. Furthennore, it is not taken into consideration that the meaning of a cult is not always to be inferred from the ritual itself, especially not when it is isolated from its context and only the elements of the act are considered, apart from the te~ts. Finally, one must not overlook the fact that an old ritual could also be reinterpreted and awarded a new meaning.
Indeed, the currently predominant sacrificial henneneutics may correspond to a modem, largely legally characterised way of thought. This does not do justice to the phenomenon of the cult. I want to explain this .by means of a short excursus into the Eucharistic anaphora. \3 It is namely quite possible, that our concept of sacrifice is unconsciously influenced by a medieval understanding of the Mass or Communion.
According to the view that has developed unto this day, the words instituting the Communion or the "establishing words of Christ" constitute only the Eucharistic offering and sacrament, and not the anaphora or liturgy in its entirety. 14 In the view of the history ofliturgy, this was not the case. According to the oldest authentic tradition, as it is for example testified to in the anaphora of the apostles Addai and Mari, the institution narrative or institutional words could still be absent in the \3 Martin Stuflesser has recently traced its development and sacrificial subject-matter in word and gesture In the Eucharist, carried out by both the congregation and the bishop or priest presiding over them, the offering of praise, that is the anaphora, was connected to an act, namely, the presentation of the bread and wine. The anaphora thankfully praised the deeds of God in creation and in history; the memory of the paschal mystery, the account of the Last Supper constituted but one, admittedly central part of it. In this, the congregation in celebration ascertained the establishing acts of Jesus. In it, the congregation also legitimised their liturgical acts here and now, in that they could present their
Eucharistic prayer and the gifts of bread and wine which were selected from everyday use, as signs of their own surrender and that they thus could connect these elements to the sacrifice of ChriSt. 16 Upon this "sacrificial perfonnance" of the church, the Holy Spirit was called down that He may transubstantiate the bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ, but also to transfonn the celebrating congregation itself. Only in the medieval scholastic explications of the Mass did the institution narrative obtain a new function: it became the "heart of the anaphora" and its key for interpretation. .The anaphora in its IS Peter Hofrichter, "Die Anaphora nach Addai und Mari in der "Kirche des Os tens" -Eucharistie ohne Einsetzungsbericht?," HID 49 (1995) 143-152. The anaphora also includes an unusual epiclesis which does not call down the Holy Spirit upon the gifts in order to transubstantiate bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ, but to let the gifts become a means towards forgiveness and everlasting life.
That which applies to the institutional words, thus also applies to the epiclesis (ibid 151 Kok, 1990 ) 51-77. In conclusion, the even older witness of the "Teaching of the Twelve Apostles"lDidache is especially relevant -see, in short, Hofrichter, "Anaphora," 147f.
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entirety no longer was considered consecrative, but only the so-called "words of institution" of the account of the Last Supper. Thus, as soon as the priest pronounced the words of Christ, the point came at which the gifts were transubstantiated into the body and blood of Christ, and the sacrifice of Christ was presented. This was all connected to a specific fonnula and concentrated in a single "sacrificial" act of liturgy, executed by the representative member of the celebrating congregation, the priest who alone acted in Christ's stead. All of this I present in a largely simplified and summarised way. 19 According to Lies, Eucharistie, 187, for example, it thus was impossible for the Council of Trent to develop this unity of sacrament and sacrifice, since the "euchologische Grundkonzeption" was absent there. As a result of the modem ec~enical discussion, Lies therefore emphasizes "gegen aile MeBopfertheorien, die das eucharistische Opfer isoliert von seiner Sakramentalitit betrachten," the "eulogiscbe" Sinngestalt der Eucharistie". It connects "die vier Elemente der Anamnese (Gedichtnis), der Epiklese (Herabrufung), der Koinonia (Gegenwart und Gemeinschaft) und der Prosphora (Darbringung)" (186). The presentation, or the offering of the Eucharist, being only one element of the total form of meaning (eulogia) in the liturgical celebration, cannot be completed and imagined apart from the other. 20 In view of the sacrifice, this hermeneutics concretises that which Bird, "Place," 83, generally demands for the current discussion of the roles of the sexes within the cult: "The religion of Israel was the religion of men and women, whose distinctive roles and experience require critical attention, as well as their common activities and obligations. To comprehend Israelite religion as the religion of a people, rather than the religion of males, women's roles, activities, and experiences must be fully represented and fully integrated into the discussion. What is needed is a new reconstruction of the history of Israelite religion, not a new chapter in women."
statements is being called for. 21 When considering the terminology that is used, one has to pay attention to whether "a generic term, not existing in the texts and their language, is not thus imported and used on different Hebrew words and on the different courses of action and contents of meaning denoted by them.,,22 What actually constitutes a "sacrifice" is only to be ascertained from the statements of the individual texts on it and from that which they take for granted for their addressees. 23 Summary as is the tenn "sacrifice" with reference to the different actions, is also the phrase "to offer a sacrifice" with a view to the actants. It suggests a single subject for the perfonnance of the sacrifice and then creates the question as to his ritually legal competence. But, as is the case with the sacrificial acts, one must also differentiate when considering those who perfonn it; in this way different persons taking part in the celebration of the offering, have to be identified.
The activities of the partakers surely depended on several circumstances: First of all, on the place where the cult was perfonned -in the private sphere of a house or in public places, on a cultic high place or in a temple where a priest usually was available; then on the time at which the celebration took place -for example, feasts could be detennined seasonally or dates could be determined personally. The immediate social. positions of the celebrants are of course also reflected in the actions that were provided for them on the occasion of the sacrifice: The representatives of the whole society could be at issue when all of the people partook in the service, or only the head of the family journeying to a sanctuary. The different levels of cultic "cleanness" or "holiness" could also be an important prerequisite. But not least of all, one must always, when dealing with sacrifice and sacrificer, reckon with the fact that in the course of history the liturgy has changed together with the society. 21 Analogically, cfthe semantic analysis of the sacrificial language as an indispensable prerequisite for a correct understanding of the "sacrificial character of the Eucharist" in Stuflesser. According to 1 Samuel 1: 1, Elkanah makes a pilgrimage with his family from their home town of Ramathaim, that had its own cultic high place, to the national temple of Shiloh. This stood under supervision of priests. Nevertheless, the head of the family was the actual master of the sacrifice (1 :3-4). Thus, Elkanah slaughtered the sacrificial animal and divided it. The parts of this "slaughtering sacrifice" (T1:T) were cooked in the vicinity of the sanctuary (2: 13). This could perhaps be the traditional and thus unspoken task of the wife. 27 The fat that has separated itself from the meat in the pot was scooped from the surface and was "sent up in smoke" q'i~p~ 2:15) -probably on an own altar of smoked offerings. Elkanah gave each member of the family their 0\\'11 portion of the meat of the communal sacrifice. It is then eaten with liberal helpings of bread (1:24) and wine (1:14-15, 24) in the immediate vicinity of the temple. Early in the morning on the next day, they ''worshipped before Yahweh" (1,nntD' " 1: 19; cf 1:28) and then returned home to Ramah.
Right at the beginning, the narrative designs the liturgical ground structure of the pilgrimage feast, when in 1:3 it says of Elkanah:
"This man would go up from his city yearly to Shiloh to worship and to sacrifice
to YHWH of Hosts (ri'tlC~Y. ii'i1~' n~T" mnntD;"T')."
The ritual consisted of two spatially and temporally distinct main parts, namely the worshipping proskynesis and the sacrifice. The text obviously strings these two actions together according to their liturgical esteem and not according to their actual sequence, for that would be the other way round: Firstly, the sacrifice takes place in the temple area and then, with the night in between (1:19) or even sooner thereafter (1:28), the pilgrimage ritual culminates in the worship "before Yahweh" in the temple building.
In what follows, I shall limit myself to the part concerning the sacrifice. The whole sacrificial performance is thus summarised under the title "slaughtering for Yahweh"
(n=T 1 :3) or it is summarised as "slaughtering the yearly slaughtering sacrifice (and the votive [offerings/gifts]) for Yahweh" ( 'iij-ntlC' O~O~i1 n:n-ntlC i1'i1~::J n:n, 1 :21; cf2:19) or even as "slaughtering the bull" i:m-ntlC ~nCD 1:25), although this "slaughtering" consisted of several different acts, including the cooking, "smoking" and above all, 27 Bird, "Place," 95 n 37.
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the shared "eating". Are we to conclude from this, that slaughtering was the most important act and that it therefore gave its name to the whole sacrificial ritual? Then it would be conspicuous, \ who it was that did the slaughtering.. be neither the priest nor his servant. Furthennore, with regard to the narrative: When the man ''who was slaughtering a slaughtering sacrifice" (2:13) points the servant of the priest to the fact that the meat in the pot had not yet been cooked, that the fat had not yet been separated and burned (2: 15-16) and that he thus had appropriated the portion of Yahweh together with the meat for himself, then this still does not create the impression that it was a priest who usually "smoked" as ifit was his right. Only 2:28 expressly mentions the "smoking" (n'~i' '~~i'i1?) probably the burning of the fat-portions, as one of the tasks of the priest. 30 But, to return to the narrative of the yearly pilgrimage festivals
(1: 1-2:21): Its sacrificial aspect is, indeed, summarily described as "slaughtering before
Yahweh". However, what is presented at length is neither the slaughtering and all that it entails, nor the smoking that is not mentioned at all in 1 Samuel 1, but the common meal.
The narrative strategy suggests that the communal meal is the actual fonn of the sacrifice.
The "slaughtering" -as did the cooking -served only for its preparation. The fat that was smoked was a "gift of homage to Yahweh,,31 (i1'i1~ nmO) -God's share of the meal. The priest received a separate portion of meat as guest of honour. The sacrifice itself, though, was the concern of all family members who shared the meal with each other at the place of God's presence, just as they would all together pay homage to Yahweh at the end.
What was customary in Shiloh, though, did not apply absolutely everywhere, for
Shiloh was a well-furnished temple with a developed rite. At the many cultic high places, for instance at the one at Ramah (1:19), there was an altar, but no priest. Such "high places", but also other public cultic places, lead us to expect different local practices; ritual burnings might in any event only have been undertaken at some ofthem. 32 Thus nothing forces the assumption that the "handing over of sacrificial gifts to Yahweh, and therefore the direct cultic-ritual contact with the godhead was at any rate the sole privilege of the priests,,33. The priest was indeed absent from most sacrifices and the "smoking" of the fat appears neither as indispensable nor as essential act of sacrifice. Neither is this surprising, because the function of the sacrifices above all had been communion of the meal with God, and through the ritual, this could be expressed in different ways. 34
With regard to the sacrificers in the early days of the Israelite sacrificial cult can be stated rather generally: If there was a priest, he probably was responsible for the smoking within the sacrifice. As guest of honour, he would then receive his portion of meat or the set tariff for sacrifices. Yet, sacrifices were also offered when a priest was absent, and more often that used to be the case. Especially in local sanctuaries, that could have been normal practice. When the whole family offered sacrifices there, certain functions would be fulfilled by their social representatives, without discrimination regarding sex.
In a patriarchal world, that would usually be the privilege of the father as head of the family. He slaughtered the animal and gave the members of his house their portions of the meal. If there was no father of the house in a family, then it stands to reason that his functions during the sacrifice were taken over by the mother of the family. their religious actions, such as the fulfilment of a vow, had a thoroughly public character.
1 Samuel 1 :25 proves that in some distinct cases, the slaughtering of the sacrificial animal was also included in this. Many portrayals confirm that women actually also performed the slaughtering in the Ancient Near East. 36 Does this mean that women, at least when they stood at the head of a household, were allowed to offer sacrifices? The question now proves to be too one-sided. In such a case, women were probably allowed to take over a task that would normally be performed by men within the sacrificial ritual. The sacrifice itself, though, obtained its meaning and form neither in the slaughtering nor in the pouring out of blood, nor in the smoking of fat, but together with all this, in the communion of the meal with and before God. For the sacrifice was always the concern of all persons involved, even when they "merely" took part in the communal sacrificial meal. This basic picture of the Israelite sacrificial ritual also remained decisive after a social change and a reorganisation of the local sanctuaries lead to a change of the roles of the sexes within the cult. Probably, never did this happen more distinctively than during the reforms of the Kings Hezekiah and Josiah.
CENTRALISATION OF THE CULT AND DEUTERONOMY
The politics of Hezekiah may have given the first impetus. 37 In order to protect the rural population from an expected Assyrian attack, the king resettled them in the fortified cities. Thereby, the close cohesion between the rural extended family and their SOil and forefathers, was broken and this changed the structure of families. Within Hezekiah's general scheme, the centralisation of the sacrifices in Jerusalem and the abolishment or destruction of local places cities were to promote the process of the new national integration. After Sennacherib's campaign, during which only Jerusalem was spared, and the re-population of the deserted land to a certain extent by Manasseh, Josiah again followed a restorative centralisation policy and social egalisation under the croWD. In Deuteronomy, his reform was expressed both legally and literarily.38 The "theology of the people" that stood behind it, leads one to expect that the possibilities of women at liturgical performances were newly defined. 39 On this matter, however, hardly any exegetical discussion has yet taken place. of the cult. 41 The sacrificer had to hand over the "shoulder, jawbones and abomasum" of the slaughtered animal to the priest who was directly responsible, but there is nothing to indicate that the priest was thereby paid for a specific sacrificial activities. The function of the priests who were occupied at the central sanctuary rather lies in the legal area or in a general temple service. This later also applies to the Levites, who move over to
Jerusalem and undertake priestly tasks in the temple. In favour of the remaining Levites living in other cities, the Deuteronomic cultic legislation wants participation in the varying liturgical feasts and celebrations in Jerusalem, especially in the communal meal.
Yet, it assigns no specific own sacrificial act to them. 42
Only two late texts intend a task for Priests and Levites in the sacrificial cult.
While 26:10 determined that, at the presentation of the firstfruits the farmer is supposed to place the basket with the first yields of all field crops "before Yahweh", the officiating priest accepts it according to the then-inserted late-Deuteronomistic verses 3a, 4,43 in order to place it himself "before the altar of Yahweh". According to a late post-exilic, pro-Levitical revision of the Levi-saying in 33:10,44 the Levites lay the "whole offering", that however otherwise is not important in Deuteronomy, on the altar. These two restricting insertions can be disregarded in what follows.
According to 18:3, the 'people' that are distinguished from the priests thus offer their sacrifices. According to Deuteronomic understanding, the women also belong~d to it. In 29: 1 0 the women are explicitly named as legal subjects of the conclusion of the covenant in Moab, through which Israel was constituted as Yahweh's people (29:9-14).
In the same way, 31:12 names them expressly, when all Israel gathers itself at the feast of 54 This final text establishes the ritual which overarches the individual SI Their meaning for the Deuteronomic reform does not least of all show itself therein. that the Josianic covenantal document, as far as laws are concerned, probably did not contain social regulations but only cultic laws apart from the Decalogue and war regulations. In the further history of literary growth of the Deuteronomic code. the theme of sacrifice then might have framed the collection of laws. In the end-text at hand. the laws on the centralisation of the sacrifice (12:2-28) stand at the beginning, two rituals for sacrifice and the handing over of contributions form the conclusion (26: 1-11 and 12-15).
52 "Dies ist aus der Sicht der vordeuteronomischen Auffassung des Sakralen formuliert. 1m Sinn des Deuteronomlurns wird mchts ins Profane entlassen. Der Schwerpunkt des Sakralen ist nur verlagert. Er konzentriert sich irn festlich sich selbst als Jahwevolk vollziehenden Israel. Doch das bedeutet zugJeich eher noch eine Ausweitung des Bereichs des Sakralen. Irgendwie gibt es in Israel nun nichts mehr, was nicht heihg ware." (Lohflnk, "Opferzentralisation," 245f).
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"Place." 102. Bird however also sees that the Deuteronomic legislation especially wishes to incorporate women more strongly and directly into the religious gathering and that it defmes the community in terms of laypeople, men and women. Cf Georg Braulik, "Die Ablehnung der Gatlin Aschera in Israel. War sie erst deuteronomistisch, diente sie der UnterdrUckung der Frau?," id, Studien zum Buch Deuteronomium, 81-118.
s. Zwickel, Tempelleult, 318-328, summarises the literary-critical assessment of the Deuteronomic cultic laws within modem research. As soon as he starts to analyze the aspects of content of the sacrificial texts, however, he does not distinguish between their basic material and its pre-exilic extensions, because of the only slight temporal distance between them.
Were woman, too, allowed to offer SIlCrifu:es in Israel? sacrifices and ceremonies by using formulations which often show similarities and which only vary on demand of their context -namely the pilgrimage to the central sanctuary. It is presented in ritual terms and moulds all centralisation laws as a fixed sequence of events. Norbert Lohfink has designated this phenomenon as a "pilgrimage scheme", and has described it at length. 55 Its ritual is more comprehensive than a mere sacrifice, but the sacrifice takes a central position in this system. The texts belonging to this new ritual framework can easily be identified by the so-called centralisation formula -"the place that Yahweh your God chooses by fixing His name there", or similarly. In a majority of cases, this formula also constitutes the point of crystallisation around which the elements of the pilgrimage scheme unfold in greater or lesser numbers. In that matter, a fixed sequence of events constituted partly of identical verbs or verbal phrases, which is semantically recognisable in any event, is at issue here. The laws concerned, or parts thereof, are structured according to this sequence of events. "The actions at home before the pilgrimage, and the journey to the sanctuary itself, are expressed explicitly only in one part of the texts. The activities at the sanctuary change according to the theme of the particular law ... Everything almost always ends in 'eating' and / or 'being joyful'. The return is not mentioned explicitly, although the paraenetical views on conduct in the period following thereafter, are a few times linked directly to the actions undertaken at the sanctuary. ,,56
Of all the different activities suggested by the verbal framework at the performance of the sacrifice, "eating" ('::l~) is by far mentioned most frequently. Of all the sacrificial elements, too, only this "having a festive meal" runs through the cultic laws with a certain regularity. 57 When the tithe of grain, wine and oil and also the firstborn of the cattle, sheep and goats are to be brought to the central sanctuary (14:22-27; 15:19-23), it is always only called a "family meal". Wherever the invitation to "eating" in the temple is lacking, it is always possible to name a factual reason for the fact. 58 Contrary to SS "Opferzentralisation," 323-240. He also presents the corresponding reference-and phrase-material in the form of tables of overview. In the following, I refer to these expositions. S6 Ibid, 237. Were WO",IUI, too, IIllowed to offer sacrifices in /srul? whole.,, 60 The ''form of celebration" then denotes "the material expression of the formal form of meaning,.6I, that is, all elements in which the form of meaning manifests itselfwords, gestures and postures, the acts with gifts, personal and social factors, allocation of roles, ordering of the whole celebration and the sequence of its parts. 62 "Form of meaning and form of celebration are to be distinguished, but not to be separated, because the formal form of meaning can only be extracted from the "material" of the form(s) of celebration. Conversely, the form of meaning forms the criterion for the proper form of celebration. ,.63
Applied to the Deuteronomic cultic laws, this means that despite their analogy to ritual texts, they do not design the form of celebration of the diff~rent sacrifices or feasts, not even when these show through time and again,64 because in the most cases the necessary directions for actions are absent, not considering subtle prescriptions in the style of the cuI tic casuistic of the Priestly Document at an 65 • What is apparently portrayed, is that which contours the form of meaning of the sacrifices. Hermeneutically speaking, this in the first instance means that when Deuteronomy does not put forward a certain ritual element, one cannot yet deduce from that, that it wants to do away with that which was not mentioned. 66 A "zero statement" can concern a given fact, which of GBra1l1i/c course is to be continued to be practised, but is simply of no interest within this context.
In the same way, though, a "dead loss", in its capacity as an eloquent silence, might also plead for an ideational re-evaluation of customs that had been valid until then, or it might indicate that traditions are here actually altered. 67 Furthermore, a second aspect is prevailing: That which is being laid down liturgically, must not be build up into rigid categories and dismissed as being only utopic-ideological, when they then cannot be kept. 68
According to the "new ritual" of Deuteronomy the structure of meaning of the sacrifice lies in the joyful meal of all that are assembled before Yahweh. This can already be seen in the aforementioned verbal framework, because the pilgrimage to the central sanctuary usually culminates in a "festive meal". We can add a further four observations to this fact.
In the first instance, out of all the elements of the ritual, Deuteronomy links only the "eating" to the act of "rejoicing" (n~iO), the central word of its "festal theory" and of the liturgical basis as such.69 In this, the act of eating together always precedes that of rejoicing, so that the feast results from the meal.
The second aspect, equally typical, involves the types of sacrifice that were selected by Deuteronomy. 70 Concerning sacrifices, it only mentions that which is in 67 The two harvest festivals show this especially clearly. Of course slaughtering took place since the earliest times, at least at the feast of Tabernacles. and at the feast of Weeks a large meal was enjoyed. Nevertheless. the laws say hardly anything about the actual order of events at the feast. At the feast of Tabernacles, it usually only means that it was to be "celebrated", literally "feasted" (JJn) "as feast" Georg Braulik, "Leidensgedachtnis und Freudenfest "Volksliturgie" nach dem deuteronomischen Festkalender {Dtn 16:1-17)," id Studien zur Theologie des Deuteronomiums, 95-121, 113f. This principle especially concerns the particulars that Deuteronomy gives on those who partake of sacrifice and feast -see below. 69 Braulik. "Freude," 179-187; id "Leidensgecliichtnisfeier," 1 08f 70 Recently they were discussed in detail by Zwickel, Tempelleult.330-335.
Were WOIJI"", too, lIlIowed to offer sllCrifu:es ;" 1srlUl? some way or another connected with a meal. 7l The catalogue of sacrifices, just at the beginning of the cultic legislation in 12:6, is considered to be a complete enumeration, if only because of its being a set of seven. 72 It gives the "burnt offerings" (n1 ,?z" -in Deuteronomy always in the plural) which are not consumed by people as the first main type.
In 12:27, though, one can see what is really important here. This verse goes into the presentation of sacrificial animals for the burnt offering and for the slaughtering, that is, into the whole sacrificial cult involving animals. In both cases the blood has to be poured out on the altar as God's share of the meal. This distinguishes the sacrifice from the "profane slaughtering", where one is to pour the blood on the ground. While the meat of the slaughtering sacrifices is eaten by people, in the case of the burnt offering it ends on the altar, just like the blood. The term "meat" (iil;~) that is used in both cases, thus emphasizes the edible in the case of the burnt offering. but in this case it only rises to God in the smoke. 73 With this, the fat that is to be reserved and burnt for God, remains unmentioned. On the occasion of the Passover, which is only turned into an actual "sacrifice" at the central sanctuary in Deuteronomy, not only are all animals eligible for slaughtering allowed, but the meat is also not roasted, as is customary for a meal offering, but it is cooked ('?w, 16:7).74 A third aspect is connected with this, namely the Deuteronomic "cultic formula,,75. The eating of the parts of the sacrifice is never mentioned in the absolute. If thy are consumed, one "has a festive meal before Yahweh, your God" (C::J~ii'?~ ii1ii~ ~~~'? '?::J~, 12:7, 18a; 14:23, 26; 15:20), "rejoices before Yahweh" GBrtllllilc Yahweh" (111j hiph ;'1;''' n~TO ":l!l" 26:4, m:l hiph. T;'''~ ;'1;''' ":l!l", 26:10) together with the "homage before Yahweh" (111J hiph. T;'''~ ;'1;''' "J!l", 26:10) and one "says before Yahweh" (T';'''~ ii1;''' "IJ!l" 'O~) the confession or prayer over the firstfiuits or the delivery of the sacred portion (26:5, 13). This linguistic ruling is characteristic of Deuteronomy 26. In the aforementioned references, the cultic formula is not to be understood in mere metaphorical terms, but it points to a close local connection between the liturgical events and the Temple of Jerusalem.76 Because the phrase "before Yahweh" is connected with "the place that Yahweh will choose" seven times,77 the cultic formula does not merely double the instruction on locality, but it moreover refers to mystical depths. "The presence of Yahweh remains connected with the sanctuary -but now with the central sanctuary only. However, it is now no longer experienced in an intensified way when the sacrificial rites are executed at the altar, but in the sincerity of the prayers to be said after the presentation and in the joy of the communal festive meal following after the sacrifice,,78 Compared with this, the "for Yahweh" (i11ii"")-aspect is practically irrelevant at the sacrifice in Deuteronomy.79 It is only the "Passover animal" that is "slaughtered for Yahweh" (1100 n~T, 16:2).80 76 To these 12 references, are to be added 18:7 and 19:17 (;";'" "j~" iOt'), thus 14 (=2 tiues 7 references); on the other hand, the formula in 24:4,13 is meant metaphorically. This was last proved by Ian Wilson, Out of the Midst of the Fire. Divine Presence in Deuteronomy (SBL.DS 151; Atlanta / Georgia: Scholars, 1995) 131-197, in comparison to the usage of language otherwise customary in the Old Testament. 77 The formula of choice occurs after the cultic formula in Dt 12:18a; 14:23; 15:20; 16:11, in 26:5,10 (twice) however, before the cultic formula; against that, in 12:7; 14:26 and 18:7 the "place" is referred to only with Ot:'. See Wilson, Divine Presence, 143, and Georg Braulik, "Die Funktion von Siebenergruppierungen im Endtext des Deuteronomiums," id Studien zum Buch Deuteronomium, 63-79, 75f. 78 Lohfmk, "Opferzentralisation," 240. 79 Ibid, 226 n 28 Wilson, Divine Presence, 148-150. On the other hand, in Hebrew, vows and feasts are rather made or celebrated ;";'"" than m;," "j!l" so that the use of the prepositions in 12:11; 15:19; 16:1,2,8,10, 15; 16,23:22,24 corresponds to the usage otherwise customary in the Old Testament and does not divert from the prepositional combination m;," "j~" typical of the Deuteronomic sacrificial laws (ibid., 149). In 15:21 and 17:1 " is preferred to "j!l" in order to prevent the possible implication that one is not allowed to offer the imperfect animals in the central sanctuary, but that it is allowed elsewere (ibid., 151). 80 The twcl harvest festivals are also explicitly "celebrated for Yahweh" (;'1;'"" mt'~o In n"iDt" 16:10, ;'1i7"" ~Jn 16:15).
In conclusion, the groups of people that are expressly invited are decisive for the sacrificial and festive meals in the fourth instance. This we shall now directly deal with in greater detail, ,for it brings us to our main theme, to the question whether women, too, were allowed to offer sacrifices. Thus, the stress on the foreigners liturgically-symbolically reflects the theological matter of concern of the cuI tic regulation. Just in this very case nothing is said about the form of celebration, as the frrstfruits were probably offered at the Feast of Tabernacles, and it is this feast in which also the orphans and widows were to participate besides the Levites and the foreigners.
84
Concerning families, the lists intend completeness in all cases. Though "fathers"
and "brothers", further "neighbours" are missing from the persons that belong to an Israelite extended family, they all have their own families, and are therefore directly addressed by the "you" (sg and pI) of the laws. The more striking is the fact, that also the 'wife' is not mentioned. This means either that the free woman and family mother is also 83 Deuteronomy later. created an own system of care for them in its social laws that concedes a legal claim on support for these fringe groups of society, typical of the Ancient Near East and of the Biblesee Norbert Lohfmk, "Das deuteronomische Gesetz in der Endgestalt -Entwurf einer Gesellschaft ohne marginale Gruppen," id Studien III, [205] [206] [207] [208] [209] [210] [211] [212] [213] [214] [215] [216] [217] [218] 114 Later, it also applies analogously to the Sabbath, which is likewise justified with the liberation out of Egypt. Th~ list of those obligated to rest, apart from the family members as well as the animals of labour in the household, again mentions only the "foreigner" (5:14)
. And yet, its rest from labour without doubt concerned all people in Israel, including the unchosen Levites and orphans as well as widows.
Were WOIflIUl, too, tdlowed to offer stlCrifrees ill [snul? addressed with the "you", or that, while the whole family, including the slaves, are going on pilgrimage and are "eating" the sacrificial meal "and rejoicing" in Jerusalem, she is the only one al"(ays to stay in the home village to take. care of the home and to work in their stead, during that time. The second option is hardly conceivable. 85 Such an interpretation would not only contradict the old pilgrimage tradition as it is still preserved in 1 Samuel 1, but also it would contradict the same high regard for both men and women usually shown in Deuteronomy.
However, the assumption that the family simply leaves the house empty and goes to Jerusalem with all its members, seems to be problematic as well. Anyhow, it is not an impracticable ''theory of an ideologist,,86 that is at issue in this order, but once more the fonn of meaning of the Deuteronomic cult. Regarding the concrete celebration, it is taken for granted that some people also stay at home. Thus, there is no point in favour for assuming that this in principle is the specific task of the family mother. 87 As the whole family is invited for sacrifice and feast, it is also conceivable within the world depicted by Deuteronomy that the wife goes to Jerusalem to offer at the head of her people. As was mentioned above, this already held true for pre-Deuteronomic times. For that there might have been the traditional reasons -for example, that the husband had to look after the house or that he was sick, but there were also some extreme cases, when he was prevented from participating by war or captivity. However, Deuteronomy turns the 8S This all the more goes for the Sabbath, on which the wife, according to this interpretation, would be the only person of the house who would need to work. It is certainly just as unlikely that the wife is not mentioned in the Sabbath commandment (5:14) because she is "Dicht als Arbeitskraft im Dienst der Familie betrachtet" -against Adrian. 87 One asks the question why Bird, "Place," 408, only makes the participation of women in the major public feasts and celebrations dependent on the extent to which their personal and domestic circumstances allowed them. Did the same not also apply to the men? is explicitly told about the fact that usually women were also allowed to be in charge of sacrifices, but legally only the crack of the door, as it were, is opened to future development. Nevertheless, Deuteronomy clearly gives expression to its intention.
In view of the stereotyped structure of the lists of the participants, one would expect that the woman is not given implicitly, but explicitly. Why is the ''you'' referring to a man not completed by the phrase "and your wife" -as it is the case with the "sons and daughters" or "slaves and slave-girls" -in the list? Thus, why does it not say, "you and your wife, your son and your daughter, your slave and your slave-girl ... ?" In this verse obviously Deuteronomy deliberately uses a different phrase, for -and here I have to state more precisely a vagueness of my explanations so far -the addressed ''you'' does not yet belong the actual list. Deuteronomy wants to define the same legal entitlement for husband and wife to be in charge of the sacrificial ritual. At the same time, however, it wants to exclude the still dependent sons and daughters as well as the servants from this prerogative. 89 Thus, the actual list syntactically constitutes a parenthesis, which is included only there where the ritual concerns all participants, namely on "eating" and/or 88 Cf George Adam Smith, The Book of Deuteronomy (The Cambridge Bible; Cambridge: University Press, 1918) 167: "Wives are not mentioned, for they are included in those to whom the law is addressed; a significant fact." 89 Although all social barriers are tom down at the pilgrimage feasts, a social levelling is not at issue here. One should therefore not "speak of a sort of 'cultic Communism'" -against Zwickel, Tempe/kult, 329.
G Brllulik
12: 14
to "burn 0"1"1' hi) the animals for your burnt offerings" to "implement 0"1~l') everything" Moses obliges to do 12:27 to "prepare 0"1tol')93 the animals for your burnt offerings on the altar of Yahweh your God, the meat and the blood" to "pour <l!)to niph) the blood of the animals of your burnt offerings onto the altar of Yahweh your God" 14:22 "to serve up94 (ito17 pi) the tithe of the entire harvest" 15:19 to "deem to be sacred to / offer (iDiP hiph)95 Yahweh your God every firstborn male" 16:10 to "give qm) a freewill gift"
16: 15
to "celebrate the feast" o~n) to Yahweh It is an open problem whether the "tithe" does not signify something like a portion that is "served" -see Norberto Airoldi, "La cosidetta 'decima' israelitica antica," Bib. 55 (1974) 179-210.
9S tDij? hiph is encountered only in this reference in Deuteronomy, which certainly does not reckon with the inherent taboo-sanctity of the firstborn animals. This is namely proved by the possibility to temporarily exchange the firstlings for money (14:24-26). See Lohfmk, "Opferzentralisation," 230f. 96 An active role for women at the Deuteronomic Passover is therefore not so "wenig wahrscheinlich" as is assumed by Winter, Frau, 35. 97 Lohfmk, "Opferzentralisation," 243. 91 Bernard M Levinson, Deuteronomy, 90-92. thereof. 99 It is a moot point whether Deuteronomy 16: 16-17 integrated the regulations of the three annual feasts as an editorial summary of the pilgrimage calendar, or again qualified and restricted the equality mentioned there, that is, reinterpreted it from the older sacrificial practice. JOO The "popular liturgy" of Deuteronomy certainly continues to build on the families, but now "aU your men"JOJ are explicitly obliged to do pilgrimage three times a year. If they must not come "empty-handed", this means at least they are responsible for the sacrifice. This does not yet need to contradict 16: 1 0, according to which the free-will gift for the Feast of Weeks is to be "given" by the man or the woman, by the "you" to whom the law addresses itself.
The question whether women, too, were allowed to offer sacrifices in Israel, is in accordance with modem interest, but in my lecture it has turned out to be irrelevant for 
101
This defmition of the addressees, which differs from the customary form of address in the festal regulations, shows that, had the "you" of the preceding pilgrimage laws referred only to the men, the explicit annotation "every man" in Deuteronomy 16:16f would not have been necessary (Schafer-Lichtenberger, "Beobachtungen," 96 n 4).
